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For Che Prime Minister from Che President 


February 6, 1967 — 11:00 p. m. 


1. I am sending these thoughts to you on the question posed as to 
whether the U.S. could stop the bombing of North Viet Nam in exchange 
for an indication that Hanoi would enter into talks without any military acts 
of ie-escalation on their side, 

3. It is important to recall that the Poles said to us in the first part 
of December that Hanoi would be prepared to hold discussions with us on 
the basis of a Polish summary of what the Poles understood our position 
to be. Discussion of mutual de -escalation, including a cessation of the 
bombing, would be a part of those talks. We promptly agreed to such 
talks but found that Hanoi (so the Poles told us) was unwilling to proceed 
with #uch talks because of certain bombing actions which occurred on 
13-14 December. Although we had seen no real move toward talks before 
that date, we nevertheless removed that obstacle (if that was the obstacle) 
by informing Hanoi that we were refraining from bombing within a radius 
of 10 nautical miles of the center of Hanoi — restrictions which have been 
in effect for more than a month. We took this action without conditions 
but dia state that we would be impressed by any corresponding action by 
Hanoi. This was an important military move on our part. We have seen 
neither a corresponding military step on their side nor a use of existing 
channels to get on with discussions. In contacts with Hanoi since 


December 23 Hanoi has received messages from us but we have not had 
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any replies from Hanoi on any points of substance. Indeed, the Burchett 
interview represents a step backward from Hanoi's position in December 
if the Poles were accurately reporting ot us. 

We have recently informed Hanoi directly that we would be prepared 
to take additional military measures of de-escalation similar to the 
limitation of bombing within the Hanoi perimeter. We have had no reply 
to that suggestion. 

We are ready and willing to hold discussions with Hanoi through any 
feasible process — publicly or privately, directly or indirectly. We are 
inclined to the view that better progress could be made if such talks were 
private and direct. 

If we are asked to take military action on our side, we need to know 
what the military consequences will be, that is, what military action will 
be taken by the other side. We have noted that a suspension of the bombing 
has been termed by the other side as unacceptable and that we must accept 
an unconditional and permanent cessation of bombing. That makes it all 
the more necessary to know what military action Hanoi would take if we 
in fact stopped the bombing. 

We are prepared to take up with Hanoi steps of mutual de-escalation 
and are prepared to have the most private preliminary conversations with 
them on arrangements for serious discussions of a fin?M settlement. 
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Specifically, if Hanoi would accept an assured stoppage of 
infiltration into South Viet Nam, we would stop the bombing of North 
Viet Nam and, indeed, stop the further augmentation of CJ. S„ forces 
in South Viet Nam. 

Further, or alternatively, we would recommend to the South 
Vietnamese military authorities that they discuss with North Vietnamese 
military authorities a prolongation of the Tet ceasefire. 

For your own information, you should be aware of my feeling that, 
in all of our various contacts with Hanoi, we have had no impression 
from them as to the substance of the issues which must be resolved as 
a part of a peaceful settlement. They have received repeated statements 
from us about our views. They have reiterated their four points and 

! 

j the Liberation Front's five points with varying degree of vagueness as 

to their status, but they have not replied to our suggestions for a 
revision of point three of their four points or a readiness to hold 
preliminary discussions looking toward agreed points as a basis for 
negotiations. 

In sum, I would suggest that you try to separate the political processes 
of discussion from military action. We will participate fully in any 
political process including discussions of de-escalation. We are prepared 

j to move immediately on major steps of mutual de-escalation, as indicated 
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| abova What we “innot accept is the exchange of guarantee of a safe haven 

i 

I 

t 

j 

COPY LBd LIBRARY 



- 4 - 


l 


for North Viet Nam merely for discussions which thus far have no form 
or content, during which they could continue to expand their military 
operations without limit. 

I doubt very much that Kosygin expected to resolve this matter on 
his first evening in London and it would be helpful if you could fully 
explore just what Kosygin is willing or able to do. If he has counter- 
proposals to my major suggestion of mutual military de-escalation, we 
will give them immediate attention. 

If Kosygin is seriously worried about China, as he told you he was, 
we would hope that he would exert himself to help bring peace to Viet Nam 
and allow North Viet Nam to participate in the peaceful development of 
Southeast Asia. 

Finally, I would strongly urge that the two co-chairmen not repeat not 
send me a message suggesting a stoppage of the bombing in exchange 
merely for tallcs, but wrestle with this question further between yourselves 
to see if some additional leads might not come forward which could in fact 
move this matter toward a peaceful solution. 
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JZ We could live with communique as outlined in paragraph 3 of 
r r - i tJe would prefer that Point C be modified 
to indicate that chances of succe ssfu l negotiations would be enhanced 

-i- -■'•-v ‘-j 

i£ f-ln nmhina -aim p phh d - • rrmtrraT~ prp iTv a. Tent de - e'sxra ia t ar y ste p^ took 
pi^e, since we are, of course, entirely ready to engage in talks without 
any reduction of military operations. 

Z. We realize Soviets will probably be unwilling to endorse idea 
of talks while bombing continues and they may also balk at any public 
reference to mutual de-escalation. In final analysis, we would be willing 
to settle for private commitment by them urging course of mutual 
de-escalation on Hanoi although we hope British will be able to persuade 
them to include reference to steps by both sides, which would be extremely 
valuable from our point of view. If Kosygin cannot agree to mutuality, 
suggest you consider using only other three points in communique. 

3. Naturally the important thing is for the British not to sign on to 
anything which calls for unilateral action by’ U. S. Government. 
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1. We could live with communique as outlined in paragrapn 3 of 
reference telegram, although we would prefer that Point C be modified 
to indicate that chances of successful negotiations would be enhanced 

if the bombing stopped and mutual equivalent de-escalatory steps took 
place, since we are, of course, entirely ready to engage in talks without 
any reduction of military operations. 

2. W e realize Soviets will probably be unwilling to endorse idea 
of talks while bombing continues and they may also balk at any public 
reference to mutual de-escalation. In final analysis, we would be willing 
to settle for private commitment by them urging course of mutual 
de-escalation on Hanoi alfc&ough we hope British will be able to persuade 
them to include reference to steps by both sides, which would be extremely 
valuable from our point of view. If Kosygin cannot agree to mutuality, 
suggest you consider using only other three points in communique. 

3. Naturally the important thing is for the British not to sign on to 
anything which calls for unilateral action by U. S. Government. 
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